MOSLEM .SCHISMS AND SECTS

17. Concerning the Bahshamiydli. These are the follow-
ers of abu-Hashim and of al-Jubba'i, and most of the Muf~
tazilah of our age hold the same view regarding the claims
he made on ibn-'Abbad, the vizier of the Bmvaihids. They
were called al-Dhimrmyah because of their view concerning
the deserving of blame, even though the deed is not per-
formed. They shared in most of the heresies of the Mu'-
tazilah, though they also distinguished themselves from them
in special heresies which they were the first to hold. Among
others, was their view about the deserving of blame and
punishment when a deed had not been performed. Thus
verily they claimed that the one who is able to do a thing
[desiring to do- it], may not do it, and yet commit infidel-
ity, in spite of the fact that there is no hindrance to the
deed. This assertion of theirs is due to the fact that our
followers said to the Mu'tazilah, if you declare it possible
that ability precede the deed, it necessarily follows that
two times and the many times are equal, because the one
precedes the other. They came to differ over the answer to
the conclusion, some saying that the occurrence of the deed
170 or its non-occurrence is possible, while ability is passing
from the state of possibility to- that of actuality. He had to
conclude that the occurrence of the deed or its non-occur-
rence is possible when no hindrance exists. In addition to
this, it was claimed that ability does not mean ability to
perform the deed at the moment of occurrence; one of them
granted that ability might be non-existent just as the occur-
rence of the deed was non-existent at the very time when
inability occurred, which is the very opposite of ability
which has vanished after having existed. Abu-Hashim
ibn-al-Jubba'i saw the necessity of accepting the conclusion
forced on him by our companions, to wit: equality between
the two times and the many, in that he held it possible that
ability should precede the deed. It was impossible for the
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